INTRODUCTION
The National Education Goals Panel has been charged by Congress to "report on promising or effective actions being taken at the national, State, and local levels...to achieve the National Education Goals". Within this context, the Goals Panel has commissioned, along with several other initiatives, a case study to determine which policies, programs, and other factors could account for the significant gains in reading scores in the State of Connecticut between 1993 and 1998. Specifically, Dr. Joan Baron was asked to undertake this critical, albeit complex, task to determine whether reading achievement policy initiatives enacted by the State of Connecticut could be analyzed to identify critical educational policy factors at both state and local levels that were related to gains in reading between [1993] [1994] [1995] [1996] [1997] [1998] . A substantial achievement of this analysis is the use of a well thought out methodology to disentangle policy effects from economic, race/ethnicity, and parental education factors vis-a-vis identifying relative and multivariate influences on reading achievement. Moreover, the study design provided the opportunity to determine the relative effects of state level policies and practices and district-level policies and practices on reading achievement and reading improvement over time. Importantly, this analysis is one of the first to attempt to identify, on a state-wide basis, linkages between progress in reading achievement and types of instructional approaches in those districts making the greatest progress.
The importance of this type of analysis cannot be overstated. For too long, educational policies and practices have been implemented at state and local levels in a haphazard, inconsistent fashion with little objective data employed to guide the process. Because of substantial gains made by many districts in Connecticut in reading achievement scores on the NAEP and other indices of reading improvement, the identification of relationships between State and district educational policies and practices, reading outcomes, and instructional, socioeconomic and demographic factors could possibly serve as a means to inform the development and application of educational policies and practices in other states. To take advantage of this opportunity, Dr. Baron designed the study to address six major questions:
1. How consistent is the pattern of results on Connecticut's own statewide tests with those on NAEP? achievement in any given year. However, these family-background factors CANNOT explain the patterns of growth and improvement in reading scores in Connecticut relative to other states during the decade of the 90s, given that the median income in the state decreased in both absolute terms and relative to other states during this time period. Moreover, detailed analysis of socioeconomic and racial/ethnic factors indicate that all groups (rich/poor/Black/Hispanic/white) made consistent gains although absolute reading performance continues to distinguish between groups.
Given that genuine and robust improvements in reading scores have occurred in Connecticut since 1992, what can be learned from an analysis of State and local educational policies and the magnitude and nature of the improvements? In addressing this overarching question, Dr. Baron has done a masterful job of identifying, via several data sources, a number of policy candidates that could be influential in promoting these trends and thoughtfully reviews each. For example, her interview data suggest that individuals from districts characterized by improvements in reading scores credit the State's accountability initiatives reflected in the use of CMT scores to inform curriculum and instructional practices, the formal reporting of the CMT scores, and the explicitness and practicality of CMT-related materials (sample objectives, instructional strategies, etc.) provided by the State in conjunction with the test scores. Likewise the formal delineation of goal standards and reporting of district's reading performance relative to those standards were viewed positively, albeit not unanimously by those interviewed. Moreover, the State initiative to develop and report State and National Educational Reference Group data provides districts with a context for more accurate comparisons between their students' reading performance and students elsewhere who are similar in economic, racial/ethnic, and parental education backgrounds.
State initiatives in providing enhanced financial and human resources to low achieving districts has been credited with influencing improvements in reading scores as has the State's commitment to attracting and supporting quality teachers. The fact that teacher salaries in Connecticut are the highest in the world explains to some degree why Connecticut can recruit and retain more teachers with advanced degrees and experience. Of significant importance is Connecticut's Beginning Educator Support and Training (BEST) Program that promotes high standards for teachers and provides systematic training opportunities to beginning teachers to increase the probability that they can achieve those standards. Interview data indicate that this program has had a positive effect on the training of mentors by ensuring that mentors have an explicit understanding of the State's expectations for beginning teachers.
Finally, the State continues to develop new initiatives and to enhance ongoing projects relevant to reading development and instruction which serves to maintain and reinforce an emphasis on the importance of reading. These initiatives include legislation to promote reading by age 9, frequent State Board of Education discussions on reading and reading improvement, the Governor's Reading Challenge, expanding the number of family resource centers, and developing new guidelines for identifying children with learning disabilities on the basis of a comprehensive review of the scientific literature. Connecticut has also placed a premium on early identification of children at-risk for reading failure and the provision of year-long instructional resources (including summer) that can be provided to children to prevent reading difficulties. This is a critical initiative and essential, in this reviewer's opinion, to continuing to improve the probability that all children will learn to read.
The improvement of reading scores in Connecticut has also been clearly influenced by policy initiatives at the local district level. Many of these initiatives emphasize accountability factors, leadership factors, and very importantly, the nature and type of reading instruction. Without a doubt, many local districts in Connecticut have taken a strong stance on the latter initiative -that of emphasizing the point that how reading is taught is extremely important in ensuring proficient reading development in all students. Unlike many teachers in local districts in other states, a large number of Connecticut teachers in high performing districts approach reading development and reading instruction conceptually rather than from a method-driven or "one size fits all" perspective. Dr. Baron's data indicate that there is a significant emphasis on understanding the critical concepts and components that children need to master in order to read well (e.g., phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, reading comprehension ), as well as the understanding that while some children will need to be taught these concepts in a direct, systematic and explicit manner, other children can develop them in a more implicit fashion.
Likewise, in many high performing districts there appears to be a clear understanding that children require consistent exposure to rich and interesting literature even though in some cases the literature is initially provided by reading to those students who have not yet mastered sufficient basic reading skills to read text in a fluent and automatic manner. The district interview data suggested strongly to this respondent that teachers in many high performing districts genuinely embrace a "balanced" approach to reading instruction and clearly understand that different instructional approaches and strategies are necessary to address the specific needs of individual children. While many school districts tout such an approach, few have provided the training and support to teachers to acquire the complex teaching skills necessary to realizing such balance. Connecticut seems to be moving forward productively in this direction.
In summary, I found Dr. Baron's identification and analysis of State and local policy factors related to reading success and improvement to be comprehensive, insightful, and highly informative. Indeed, other states and districts will benefit from Connecticut's focus on accountability at all levels, robust and consistent measurement of reading behavior, relating in a programmatic and practical fashion data from standardized assessments to curriculum and instruction, early identification and interventions with children at-risk for reading failure, increased expectations for teacher knowledge, and very importantly ongoing teacher support and teacher training. It would have been informative to obtain a better understanding of how State and local policies are informed by institutes of higher education in the state and whether teachers feel well prepared to teach reading during their undergraduate and graduate tenure, but that is a question for another day. IN CONNECTICUT
David Grissmer RAND
States are taking diverse paths to improve their education systems. This diversity among states -always one of the great strengths of our system of government -can have a high payoff if we can identify the most successful initiatives. These initiatives can then be successfully adapted to other states. The National Education Goals Panel (NEGP) has taken the lead in the effort to identify which states are making large gains in student achievement and trying to identify the likely causes.
An earlier NEGP report [Grissmer 1998 ] identified Texas and North Carolina as states making rapid gains in achievement as measured by the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) tests. The achievement gains were very large -about 10-15 percentile points over 6 years. A subsequent case study was able to eliminate any major resource increases or changing class sizes or teacher characteristics as likely causes. The case study identified a common set of reform policies centered around a system of aligned standards, assessments and some measures of accountability as the most plausible cause. The evidence was based primarily on the similarity of the structure and timing of the reform initiatives in both states as well as the absence of other explanations. However, no information was collected from educators about the impact of the reforms.
The data from Texas and North Carolina also showed that both minority and nonminority students made significant gains, and that minority students made larger gains than non-minority students in Texas. However, the average scores for students in these states placed them near or somewhat below the national average compared to students elsewhere in the nation. So it was unclear whether the gains were also being made by the higher scoring students.
The current study of Connecticut score gains provides additional support for the plausible explanation offered for Texas and North Carolina gains. It also offers much new, more detailed evidence from educators about the effectiveness of these reform initiatives. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, it provides evidence that gains are possible and occurring among higher scoring students.
As in Texas and North Carolina, the gains registered on NAEP scores were also recorded on the Connecticut state tests. Although the latest Connecticut state tests were designed to be similar to the NAEP tests, it is important to verify that gains are occurring on both tests. It is possible occasionally on the NAEP tests due to its limited sample size to register large gains that do not reflect actual achievement gains for students. The Connecticut state tests are given to all students at several grade levels, and thus cannot reflect the occasional chance sampling errors. However, the design and implementation of some state tests have identified flaws that make their trends unreliable. So the NAEP tests offers an important cross-check on the reliability of state testing.
Since the average scores of Connecticut students have been consistently near the top of NAEP scores nationally, their students include a significant percentage who score near the top of national score distribution. However, Connecticut also has a significant percentage of students who score well below average students nationally. Connecticut has a refined methodology that separates their schools into 9 SES groupings. The gains in reading in Connecticut occurred at all SES levels as measured by their summary index. Although the summary index weights gains made by higher scoring students were more than gains made by lower scoring students, the evidence still shows gains at all SES levels.
Gains for higher scoring students are important since the trends in national test scores measured since 1971 show that higher scoring students made little, if any, gains in scores, while every other group made significant gains. Thus the policies that were responsible for gains of lower scoring students appear not to have impacted higher scoring students. This case study suggests that policies responsible for gains in Connecticut affected higher and lower scoring students. This finding -if verified by further research -is very important. It may provide evidence that establishing and placing emphasis on "mastery" levels may impact the scores of higher ability students.
This case study depended mainly on interviews with school district personnel who were asked to identify the reasons for the gains. The system of standards, assessment and accountability was most frequently identified as the cause of score gains. The educators thought that the skills assessed on the state tests were important and that the tests gave meaningful annual feedback to teachers, principals and district superintendent on progress toward teaching these skills. This feedback from educators provides important support for the earlier results from Texas and North Carolina that these reform initiatives are important elements in raising test scores.
The second factor mentioned in the gains is the increased allocation of resources to underachieving school districts. The evidence from research nationally is now indicating that additional resources make the most difference for minority and disadvantaged students. Verification of this effectiveness from school district personnel who actually utilize these resources provides support for this hypothesis. However, this report also provides evidence that district personnel and policymakers judge that more resources can be used effectively in these districts. Connecticut has implemented many new programs in the last 2-3 years directed toward raising achievement even more in these districts.
The findings from Connecticut appear to offer much additional support for the conclusions of the earlier case study, and also agree with the direction of research nationally. One caution is needed with respect to the case studies completed to date. Case studies are an important first step in identifying successful policies. However, analysis of the patterns across all states are eventually needed to determine if the policies hypothesized to work in one state are also working across all states with similar policies. The effectiveness of policies can change across states due to the changing context. Connecticut is the highest spending state in the nation with the highest paid teachers. Policies that work in Connecticut may need to be redesigned to be effective in other states. Identifying the patterns across all states can provide the most compelling evidence for the effects of reform. The National Education Goals Panel has commissioned this case study of reading achievement in Connecticut, in part, to look "for 'lessons' of public policy that might be applicable to other states." 2 Certainly, Connecticut's status as the top-ranked state in student achievement on the 1998 National Assessment of Educational Progress warrants a closer look at the factors that account for such success. Moreover, the state has proven that its students' achievements are not a temporary phenomenon. The average scale scores of fourth and eighth grade students in Connecticut have been higher than those of other U.S. students since 1992, and Connecticut students, unlike their counterparts in other states, showed steady improvements in achievement from 1994 to 1998. 3 Between 1992 and 1998, the percentage of fourth grade Connecticut students scoring proficient has been significantly higher than that of other states. 4 Connecticut undoubtedly enjoys certain demographic advantages that helped it gain the top ranked position: low percentages of families below the poverty line, high median family income, and high percentages of college-educated parents. These factors, as research has shown, are strongly related to high student achievement. So, at first blush, states that do not enjoy these demographic advantages may dismiss Connecticut's experience as having few, if any, implications for their own efforts. But, as Dr. Baron points out, these demographic factors alone do not explain the growth in student scores in Connecticut. 5 Additional factors, we think, offer the potential for other states to draw from the Connecticut experience, "lessons" that can inform their own efforts to improve student achievement in reading. In particular, we see two important lessons emerging from this particular study of policy. First, Connecticut is collecting and using data on student achievement in a way that is not only informative about the effects of policy, but also helpful to those who must implement the policies -district officials and teachers -and those who should benefit from the policies -students and their parents. Second, the state is actually using those data to improve policy and, ultimately, student outcomes.
Connecticut has been willing to do the difficult technical work and take on the often politically sensitive task of reporting data in a way that permits comparisons of key subgroups of the entire student population. This is a risky but essential task for any state trying to use statewide data to drive educational improvement. While aggregated data for all students in a state may demonstrate impressive overall achievements and garner political and community support for existing programs, it can also mask persistent and troubling trends of poor achievement in specific subgroups of students. Data that are reported by student sub-group highlight such trends and can raise challenging issues about program effectiveness. They also provide information that can guide policy changes that move a state closer to reaching the goals it has set for all -not just some -of its students.
As described in the study, Connecticut developed a sophisticated metric for classifying its school districts by socioeconomic status and needs. The use of this metric led to the creation of nine categories (A-I) of school districts, or Educational Reference Groups (ERGs). (The report includes the Mastery Test Index Scores for each of these groups. 6 ) This permitted important comparisons among districts serving vastly different student populations. And it is this critical step that allows assessment of whether or not state policies are having the intended effects on all children.
The Mastery Test Index Scores highlight not just a serious concern for Connecticut, but an intractable national problem in reading achievement: the performance gap between more affluent, non-minority students and minority and poor children. All student groups in Connecticut, including ethnic, racial, and socioeconomic subgroups, outperform their peers in other states. But within the state, students in those subgroups still perform at significantly lower levels than their more affluent, non-minority peers. This is especially true of the school districts serving the most economically disadvantaged students (Group I). Students in the next highest group (Group H) score more than 50% higher than these students, and students in Group A score over 100% higher. As the author says in her conclusions (p. 60) "too many children in the state (46% on the CMT) do not reach the statewide goal."
Connecticut's reporting of disaggregated CMT data, we think, has been essential to setting the stage for the state's success in improving reading achievement. We also think that the policies targeting the states' Priority School Districts -most notably those focusing on opportunities for learning outside the school -will be important factors in improving the poorest children's reading achievement. Those policies recognize the critical role of family and community in student achievement and provide important extended learning opportunities for students whose performance does not meet the standards. Connecticut's Commissioner of Education makes this important point very clear: "In our roles as parents, teachers, educators and community members, we all share responsibility for this endeavor and we must become relentless in the pursuit of each student's literacy." 7 Connecticut should be applauded for addressing this part of the reading equation in its new Early Reading Success legislation, which requires all school districts to develop "a process for involving parents in addressing the reading problems of their children." 8 At the local level, this kind of activity could include improving the literacy skills of students' parents so that they can provide support for literacy development at home. In this regard, Dr. Baron states: "Perhaps as important as any other activities is the support and encouragement that parents can give to their children by working with them at home." 9 At the same time, research has shown us that parents' educational achievement is an important indicator of how well a child will perform in school, and 16% of Connecticut adults scored at the lowest of five levels of literacy proficiency in the National Adult Literacy Survey. 10 In order to provide their children with meaningful support, parents must have opportunities to increase their own basic skills.
Family literacy is an excellent model for raising parents' literacy levels and involving them in their children's schooling and acquisition of reading. As adult and family literacy expert Thomas Sticht put it:
Up to now adult literacy education programs have generally aimed at making adults literate while the business of making the adults' children literate has been left to the formal school system. Under the family literacy concept, however, it is now recognized that, due to the intergenerational transfer of cognitive skills, including language and literacy, an investment in the literacy education of adults provides "double duty dollars." 11
Policymakers at all levels of government are finding family literacy programs an attractive investment. In the last decade, the federal government has increased funding for family literacy programs from $14.5 million to $135 million. State legislatures, too, are expanding their support for these programs. Connecticut's newer initiatives expand the number of family resource centers and put in place requirements for home visitations, a strategy often used by family literacy programs.
It is still too soon to tell whether Connecticut's newer policies will be effective in narrowing the performance gap between the wealthiest and poorest students, an achievement that has eluded the nation at large. This persistent gap demonstrates how much more work remains to be done. But other states could learn from Connecticut's example of setting explicit standards for performance and conducting thoughtful data collection and assessment. Finally, other states might consider making policy choices similar to those Connecticut has made, in the hopes that these policies will ultimately help all children -irrespective of socioeconomic status -perform to the best of their abilities. Lyon, 1996) . Two excerpts from the new Guidelines are provided.
APPENDICES Appendix A: Individuals Interviewed in Preparing This

"For a student to be identified as having a learning disability in reading, the Planning and Placement Team must be able to document that the child received appropriate classroom instruction, and intensive small group or individual instruction in his/her specific area of difficulty, and did not respond to the interventions provided. Documentation of continuous assessment, instructional interventions and progress must be provided to assist teams in evaluating whether lack of education is a factor." (p.20)
Excerpts from the Worksheet for the Identification of a Learning Disability
In addition to Small group Instruction by the General Education Teacher for a minimum or four days per week, the student has received small group or individual instruction based on assessed strengths and needs, for a minimum of four days per week, and under the direction of a person knowledgeable in reading instruction, (documentation indicating frequency, duration and type of instruction must be attached). If decoding skills are weak, child has been provided with: ____ Explicit small group phonemic awareness instruction ____ Explicit small group or individualized multisensory code-based instruction ____ Explicit synthetic phonics instruction (part-to-whole) ____ Explicit analytic phonics instruct (whole-to-part) ____ Small group or individualized literature-based instruction that includes semantic and syntactic cues ____ Fluency practice provided daily in decodable texts, as well as in rich and interesting texts at student's independent reading level ____ Daily opportunities to write, utilizing skills emphasized in lesson ____ If comprehension skills are weak, child has been provided with: ____ Authentic and interesting texts for instruction ____ Explicit small group or individualized instruction in active reading and comprehension strategies, which include semantic, graphophonic and syntactic cue systems ____ Vocabulary building ____ Daily opportunities to write, using higher-order thinking skills
\The State Legislature
The Legislature has passed four recent initiatives to foster early literacy. 12
School Readiness/Preschool Grants
There is considerable research about the importance of developing children's motivation to read and foundations for reading (especially phonemic awareness) at a young age. By 1990, Connecticut already had the highest percentage of students enrolled in public and private preschool education with 70.2% of its 4-year-olds in preschool. This far exceeded the U.S. average of 57.1%. 13 In 1997, the average percentage of kindergartners with a preschool experience had increased by 6 percent.
Two years ago, to further increase the percentage of students in a quality preschool experience, the Connecticut General Assembly adopted the School Readiness Act (1997). The first two years of the program entailed building the School Readiness Councils, assessing need, and funding 4,000-5,000 School Readiness slots.
Early Reading Success Grants
The following statements from Moira K. Lyons (D), Majority Leader of the State House of Representatives help to establish the motivation and context of this legislation. Update, Vol. 1, No. 3, July 1998 Early School Success The General Assembly emphasized the early school years and particularly the importance of reading by requiring each school district in the state to develop and implement a three-year plan to improve 12 The summaries of the legislation were provided by the Office of Legislative Research, a non-partisan agency. 13 However, 8 countries have higher percentages than Connecticut: (Belgium, 99.4%; Czech, 80,5%; France, 100%; Hungary, 88.4%; Netherlands, 98.3%; New Zealand, 94.6 % and Spain, 93.5%; Education in States and Nations, Table 9b ).
"The Early Reading Success" legislation is a logical follow-up to last year's School Readiness legislation. Both focus on early child development. A child who has had a quality School Readiness experience and who loves reading has a passport to a successful life... This bill seeks to address the 45% of our young children who are not reading at grade level by the fourth grade. The legislation creates a comprehensive early intervention literacy strategy targeting at-risk children in kindergarten through third grade." School Readiness
the reading skills of students in the early grades and to provide in-service training for elementary school teachers in how to teach reading. 14 The act establishes state grants to help the 14 largest and most economically and educationally needy school districts ("priority districts") as well as economically and educationally needy elementary schools in other districts ("priority schools") to: (1) improve the reading skills of younger students, (2) reduce class sizes in the early grades, and (3) establish full-day kindergarten programs. In general, an eligible district must use at least 50% of its grant for intensive early reading intervention programs. Eligible school districts also receive an additional 5% state reimbursement for construction projects related to establishing all-day kindergarten programs or reducing class sizes in the early grades.
The new act also establishes grants to help priority districts buy books for school libraries and make improvements to school buildings, requires new and already certified elementary teachers to be trained in how to teach reading, establishes two pilot early childhood education programs, and requires the education commissioner to do a long-range study of the effects of the early reading programs on participating children. Both the review and assessments must be done by July 1, 2000.
By January 1, 2001, each priority school district must adopt a three-year in-service reading instruction training plan for at least 70% of its K-3 teachers and all of its school librarians and elementary school principals. The plan must coincide with the instructional model developed by the 14 To help districts develop plans that serve as road maps for effective instruction, during the 1998-98 school year, consultants in the CSDE have developed material, workshops, and academies to disseminate research about reading and successful literacy-building practices (e.g. Improving Reading Competency For Students in the Primary Grades). In addition, they have worked closely with dozens of school districts to provide feedback to early drafts of their plans. Furthermore, the Department is tailoring its requirement for 90 Continuing Education Units that all teachers must take every five years to renew their certification to require that elementary school teachers spend fifteen of those hours in the area of teaching literacy.
Institute. Districts can use money from their state early reading grants to pay for the training. The Institute is also funded from the early reading success grant appropriation.
Educational Accountability and Summer School Grants
This act requires various measures to identify and help failing schools and students.
By October 1, 1999, the education commissioner must compile a list of elementary and middle schools that need improvement, based on mastery test scores. School boards with listed schools must develop and implement school improvement plans for them. If the schools fail to progress after two years, boards must, with the commissioner's approval, take one or more specific actions to close or revamp them, transfer their employees, or allow students to attend other public schools in the district.
As part of an emphasis on educational accountability, a new law requires priority school districts, starting in the 2000-01 school year, to give additional instruction, such as after-school, school vacation, or weekend programs, to students who do not meet the remedial standard on the 4th grade mastery test. Starting in the 2001-02 school year, the requirement expands to include students who do not meet the standard on the 6th grade test. These students must go to summer school in the summer following the test unless their school principal, acting on their teacher's recommendation, exempts them. If they are offered the opportunity to go to summer school and fail do so, they cannot be promoted to the next grade.
To support the new summer school requirement for 4th and 6th grade priority district students who fail the mastery test, the General Assembly established a new state summer school grant program for priority districts, starting in FY 2000-01.
All local school boards must review and revise their promotion policies by July 1, 2000 to make sure they foster student achievement, reduce social promotion, and help failing students.
Expanding Family Resource Centers
The law requires the State Department of Education, in conjunction with the Department of Social Services, to coordinate a family resource center program to provide child care, remedial education, literacy services, and supportive service. It requires that family resource centers be associated with public schools and serve recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children and others who need services.
The centers must provide (1) all-day child care for children aged three or over who are not in school; (2) before and after-school care (and all day during holidays and vacations) for children up to age 12; (3) support services to parents of newborns, including education in parenting skills if necessary; (4) support and educational services to parents whose children require child care services, if parents want to get a high school diploma or its equivalent; (5) day care training for other day care providers and referral services for other child care needs; and (6) family training for expectant parents and parents of children under age three.
The family training must include information and advice on development of language, cognitive, social, and motor skills; routine visits to each family's home; group meetings at the resource center for neighborhood parents of young children; and a reference center for parents whose children need special assistance or services.
The centers must recruit parents to participate. They must also provide teenage pregnancy prevention services that emphasize responsible decision making and communication skills.
The law authorizes the education commissioner to give grants to municipalities, school boards, and child care providers to administer the centers. The commissioner must determine how to select programs to receive grants. The center must employ a program administrator with two years' experience in child care or early childhood education and a master's degree in child development or early childhood education.
The legislature is expanding its funding of Family Resource Centers. During the 1998-99 school year, $6 million supported 60 Family Resource Centers at $100,000 per center, serving an estimated 15,000 families. A requirement for home visits to families with infants and toddlers was added. Therefore, over the next two years, 20 new centers will be added along with an increase of $50,000 per center. inviting all of Connecticut's students in both public and nonpublic schools to read as many books as possible during the summer months. In its third summer (1998), nearly 129,000 students from 593 public and nonpublic schools (about half of the State's schools) met the Governor's challenge, reading more than 1.1 million books during the summer -an average of almost 9 books per students. • On 1998 NAEP, Connecticut reading achievement is the highest and, since 1992, the most improved in the country. White, Black and Hispanic students in Connecticut each perform better than their counterparts in other states.
The Governor Governor Rowland's Summer Reading Challenge
• On Connecticut's state test, CMT, there is a significant gap in reading between poor districts and rich, but scores for all socioeconomic groups have improved from 1993 to 1998. Districts with the highest improvement include districts that are rich and poor, rural and urban, and are spread across the state.
• Connecticut's wealth and high parental education are associated with its high student reading performance, but do not account for improvement between 1992 and 1998. These demographic variables did not change during this period. Instead, state education policies and local policies and practices are associated with the state's continuing improvement.
State Education Policies and Practices: (Section 2, pp. 21-34)
• Educators in the communities that have made the most improvement on the state test (CMT) report they were helped by 3 state policies:
• Detailed information on student performance is provided to districts, schools, teachers, parents and newspapers, and is used by principals and teachers to monitor performance and help improve instruction; • Additional resources are provided to the State's neediest districts (i.e., poorest and lowest achieving); and • An infrastructure is in place to encourage quality teaching, including high salaries, continued professional development, and support and assessment of beginning teachers.
Local District Policies and Practices: (Section 3, pp. 35-59)
• Local organizational policies among the ten districts making the greatest progress in reading include: special analyses of CMT results, linking school improvement plans and teacher evaluations to student reading achievement, providing extra time for reading, and making available professional development opportunities for administrators and teachers to learn the skills required to improve students' reading.
• Classroom teaching approaches used in the most improved districts include instruction in phonemic awareness, the use of different kinds of reading materials for varying instructional needs, a balance of word attack skills and comprehension, the reciprocal reinforcement of reading, writing, and spelling, continual assessment, the early identification of students with delayed reading skills and the provision of intensive interventions for these children by the end of first grade.
